Introduction
It is now more than a decade since Bhopal and colleagues raised concerns in this journal about the inappropriate use of the term 'Asian' and invited wide debate and action. 1 Continuing inconsistent usage of this contested term and its appearance for the first time in Britain but again in the USA and Canada in ethnicity/race questions in the 2000/2001 round of Censuses justifies a further look at who is captured by the label 'Asian' and its utility in population and health research. A wide range of conceptual bases are used in the measurement of ethnicity, including ancestry/family origins, ethnic group membership, and ethnic identity, the choice of which in ethnicity and health research will depend on the hypothesis in question. 'Asian' is frequently used as a collective term to describe those in Britain with ethnic/ family origins in the Indian subcontinent but may also be a descriptor for persons whose origins lie in continental Asia.
Additionally, the term may be used when reporting the selfdescriptions of people who choose this label to describe their ethnic identity. It is important therefore to establish the saliency of different terms within the communities in question, how these groups are externally defined, and whether there is a shared understanding of particular identifiers and consistency in their usage in the wider scientific literature.
Use of 'Asian' in British population Censuses
The use for the first time in the Census of the term 'Asian' -in both the England and Wales and Scotland (but not Northern Ireland) 2001 ethnic group questions -clearly illustrates the potential of this label to capture different populations. In the England and Wales question five ethnic groups are listed, 'White', 'Mixed', 'Asian or Asian British', 'Black or Black British', and 'Chinese or other ethnic group', an attempt being made to improve response to the question amongst those communities who would prefer to describe themselves as 'Black British' or 'Asian British'. 2 The 'Asian or Asian British' ethnic group comprises the cultural background groups of 'Indian', 'Pakistani', 'Bangladeshi', and a write-in 'Any other Asian background' (accommodating, according to the Office for National Statistics (ONS) detailed ethnic coding frame for free-text descriptions, 'Mixed Asian', 'Punjabi', 'Kashmiri', 'East African Asian', 'Sri Lankan', 'Tamil', 'Sinhalese', 'British Asian', 'Caribbean Asian', and 'Other Asian, Asian unspecified' responses). 3 Also, 'White and Asian' is one of four cultural background options in the 'Mixed' ethnic group, which, according to ONS's coding frame, is intended to capture mixes of 'White' and Indian subcontinent groups. The last ethnic group in the classification, 'Chinese or other ethnic group', is broken down into the options of 'Chinese' and a write-in 'Any other', the latter including the codes 'Vietnamese', 'Japanese', 'Filipino', and 'Malaysian'. In Scot-land, 'Asian' is defined somewhat differently in the Census. 4 The 'Asian, Asian Scottish or Asian British' ethnic group -terminology that gives recognition to the growing importance of a Scottish identity, including such terms as 'Scottish Pakistani' 5 -contains cultural background options of 'Indian', 'Pakistani', 'Bangladeshi', 'Chinese', and 'Any other Asian background', the inclusion of 'Chinese' resulting from Bhopal's responses in the General Register Office for Scotland's consultation on the ethnicity question.
These conceptualizations of 'Asian' as, respectively, exclusively Indian subcontinent and inclusive of other continental Asian ethnicities, reflect an inconsistency in usage -especially with respect to the positioning of 'Chinese' -that is found in current policy commentaries and Census question testing over the last two or three decades. For example, the use by the Commission on the Future of Multi-Ethnic Britain of the term 'Asian' -to refer to all Asian countries and regions -would include the Chinese group, 'South Asian' being used if the reference is to the Indian subcontinent. 6 In contrast, some government reports use 'Asian' to refer only to those of Indian subcontinent origins, excluding groups such as the Chinese and Vietnamese. 7 Similar inconsistency has emerged in the evolution of Census questions. In the series of field trials for the 1991 Census, the question recommended by the House of Commons in 1983 identified four pan-ethnic groups -'white', 'black', 'of Asian origin', and 'other groups' -the Asian category including the eight options 'British', 'Indian', 'Pakistani', 'Bangladeshi', 'West Indian', 'Chinese', 'Vietnamese', and 'Other'. 8 The Office for Population Censuses and Surveys (OPCS) responded in 1986 by testing for the first time the concept of pan-ethnic groups, 'Asian' comprising options of the three Indian subcontinent categories, 'Chinese', and 'Other Asian (please describe)', with and without 'British'. 9 Thereafter and in the 1989 Census test and 1991 Census, the idea of a pan-'Asian' collectivity was dropped, along with the term itself, only to re-emerge in the 2001 Census question, but exclusive of 'Chinese' in the England and Wales version. In the case of the Census, the terms carry the additional burden of adoption as the gold or de facto standard for ethnicity classifications across national and local government and health authorities, as has already happened in the case of the 2001 Census question. The persistence of this confusion in terminology through differences in practice in official and other discourse is illustrated by the phrase 'Asian and Chinese' which, first appearing in the scientific language of epidemiology in the early 1990s, 1 has now entered print.
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Terms of identity used by people with origins in the Indian subcontinent
The need in Census and survey questions on ethnicity (as describing broad historical processes of colonialism, migration, and discrimination) for terminology that is acceptable to those being described is well established; perhaps less so is that for terms that are salient within the various communities when the focus is on ethnic identity. How people of Indian subcontinent origins identify their ethnicity remained unclear until the 1990s, largely because ethnicity testing programmes for the Census and social surveys had sought the views of the community through a reactive process of question development and testing, to the exclusion of the exploration of salient vernacular terminology within the different groups. However, as part of a programme of cognitive testing for the 2001 Census, ONS held two focus groups (each of 6-9 people) with Asian males and females separately in 1996 to specifically explore the use of the term 'South Asian' instead of 'Asian' as a group label, 11 the investigators reporting that participants 'were confused by the term 'South Asian' and did not think it referred to the Indian sub-continent … (but) to areas such as Thailand, and therefore did not apply to them'. 'Asian' was viewed as a familiar, albeit very broad or 'blanket' term, that respondents were able to apply to themselves and that was acceptable if it could be qualified. The terms participants usually used to describe themselves included 'Asian British'/'British Asian', 'British Indian', 'Black British', 'Indian', and 'Pakistani', but for some 'Indian' lacked specificity and they wanted to be able to say the region of India that they or their parents originated from. Amongst Muslims and Christians, religion was an important factor in how they described themselves, although not for Hindus. Those who had been born or spent most of their lives in Britain wished to reflect that in the terms they used, such as 'British Asian' or 'British Indian'.
Further testing, carried out in 1997, comprised individual cognitive interviews with 27 persons, first and second generation, from Black and Asian ethnic groups, to assess the acceptability and understanding of a revised ethnic group question. 12 That question included the 1991 Census categories but also 'Black-British' and 'Asian-British', those ticking either of these options being routed to a question that asked about their ancestry (with options for 'Asian-British' of 'Indian ancestry', 'Pakistani ancestry', and 'Bangladeshi ancestry', to allow a mapping back to 1991 Census categories). The Asian-British category was understood and used by a number of respondents, most of whom thought it referred to a person born in the United Kingdom whose parents or grandparents had come from the Indian subcontinent. Some used the term for their British-born children but not for themselves if they had been born outside of the United Kingdom. Asian-British was also defined in terms of citizenship or whether someone held a British passport.
In research carried out by the Policy Studies Institute (PSI) ahead of its fourth national survey of ethnic minorities to explore how members of South Asian groups, specifically, Pakistani Muslims, Bangladeshi Muslims, Punjabi Sikhs, and Gujarati Hindus, identify their own ethnicity, 13 most participants identified more with an ethnic or religious identity than with being 'Asians' (Table 1) . On the use of 'Asian', however, the investigators comment: 'Some were negatively inclined towards such an identity but many more, especially among the second generation, were positive, and about the same propor-tion accepted it purely as a description, including one they would use of themselves, but not a positive identity.' Although PSI's fourth national survey did not include an 'Asian British' category in its ethnic questions 14 and only 0.8 per cent, 0.6 per cent, and 0.3 per cent, respectively, of those whose family origins were Indian or African Asian, Pakistani, and Bangladeshi described themselves as 'Asian British' in the writein options to the ethnic group question (1991 Census), 15 there is some evidence in the reviewed and other recent studies of an emerging 'Asian British' identity, especially amongst young persons. For example, of the 100 South Asian respondents to a survey of 505 young people aged from 14 to 25 years concerning their own ethnicity and attitudes on Europe, 50 per cent described themselves as 'Asian British', 31 per cent as 'Pakistani', 14 per cent 'Indian', 4 per cent 'Bangladeshi', and 1 per cent 'East African Asian'. 16 Such usage is beginning to be reflected in Government social surveys, the question on ethnic group in the 1999 Health Survey for England including both 'Asian' and 'Asian British' in the categories. 17 These emergent identities and the fact that some communities have a preference for regional or religious terms may account for the mismatch between responses to the 1991 Census question and open response questions. Pringle and Rothera 18 showed that respondents' personally constructed identities expressed as unprompted self-descriptions are different from the choices they make amongst 'unities' in a Census classification. When general practice staff asked patients in Leicester and Lincolnshire to give their ethnic group without any prompting and then prompted with OPCS's classification, in only 28 per cent of valid cases was there an exact or very close match to the self-reported description. When South Asian patients were prompted 180 patients indicated their ethnic group as 'Indian' and 45 as 'Pakistani' or 'Bangladeshi'. In the unprompted responses only 43 patients had given 'Indian', six 'Pakistani', and none 'Bangladeshi', although 67 had used 'Asian', 11 'Hindu Asian', 11 'Punjabi Asian', nine 'Muslim', five 'Sri Lankan', and three 'Gujarati'. Rankin (Table 2 ). In unprompted responses use of the terms 'Scottish Pakistani' and 'Scottish-Muslim' outnumbered 'Pakistani' and 'Muslim'. Just 10 per cent of respondents used the term Asian but only in a qualified context ('AsianMuslim' and 'Scottish Asian'). When prompted with single and bi-cultural labels, 'Scottish Pakistani' was selected by 63 per cent of respondents, 'Scottish Asian' by 11 per cent, but 'Asian' by just 2 per cent.
Use of 'Asian' as a social category
Terms used in ethnicity classifications can have two derivations. First, they can be established by eliciting respondents' categorizations of themselves or of their family members through their own self-descriptions or terms that they regard as appropriate, whether or not observers find them to be ambiguous or contradictory. Their validity lies in the fact that they are self-ascribed terms of choice. Second, such identities can be established upon the basis of phenomenal distinctions judged appropriate by a community of scientific observers, their adequacy being 'ultimately a matter of the extent to which they contribute to the construction of cross-culturally testable hypotheses and theories'. 20 This distinction was drawn by Jenkins 21 as one between group identification, a process of collective internal definition where members of a group collectively identify themselves, and social categorization, involving collective external definition in which a collectivity is constituted in its recognition by observers. Collective identities are generated by both processes that feed back on each other, as mutually entailed moments in the underlying process of ethnogenesis. Although a rigid distinction between (external) category and (internal) identity is problematic, an analytical distinction can be drawn. There may, in particular, be a tension between 'ethnicity' conceived as a sense of selfascribed personal identity, which is contextual, fluid, individually specific and idiosyncratic, and 'ethnicity' as a term describing broad historical processes which are reflected in the ethnic categories of large social surveys. Which of these constitutes the appropriate measure of ethnicity in health research will depend on the purposes of the research and the hypothesis in question. For many kinds of epidemiological investigation (and much health services research), a measure of the 'full size' of the ethnic group is required or at least one that is not substantially affected by the respondents' selective attribution based on personal identity. For such purposes the broad-based Census categories are frequently used. Also, in recent surveys a focus on family origins 14, 17 and cultural background, 17 in addition to ethnic group, again uses the same or similar categorization to the Census, a larger and possibly more stable count being obtained for the mixed group with family origins. The use of these kinds of abstractions illustrates the role of the State in the creation of what some commentators have called 'fictive unities', categories at the level of, say, 'Indian' which, although only partially and situationally meaningful to people thus labelled, are none the less employed by them in their dealings with officialdom. Although 'Asian' is frequently used as a collective or summary term to describe these groups ('Indians', 'Pakistanis', and 'Bangladeshis'), given its ambiguity there are strong arguments for privileging alternatives such as 'South Asian' and 'Indian subcontinent' over this contested term. The Department of Health and Cancer Research Campaign, for example, in guidance drafted by Bhopal, state as their preferred generic terms 'South Asian' for people whose ancestry is in the Indian subcontinent (defined as India, Pakistan, Nepal, Bangladesh, and Sri Lanka) and 'East Asian/South East Asian' for people from the Far East (China, Japan, etc.)/South East Asian countries, respectively. 22 Where the focus is on ethnicity as personal identity, an equally cautious approach to terminology such as 'Asian' is needed. 'Asian' is an outsider's term that has come to be used to refer to peoples with origins in the Indian subcontinent because they are numerically the largest migrant group from continental Asia. However, the term cannot altogether be dismissed as an identifier. The reviewed studies show that Asian has some saliency when it is qualified and also with respect to certain national/regional identities, although it is clear that there is no pan-Asian identity akin to the use of 'Caribbean'. 13 'AsianBritish' appears to be a popular self-description amongst young people, although the use of 'Scottish Asian' is much more limited and subordinate to 'Scottish-Pakistani'. 'Asian' is a term used in unprompted self-description by those with Indian subcontinent origins living in Leicester, although the term has virtually no saliency in South Tyneside. Such differences may illustrate the way in which self-identity and categorization (in this case, the use of the term 'Asian' by the wider population) are mutually implicated through the internalization of an externally imposed identity, the Indian subcontinent groups comprising around 0.7 per cent of the population of South Tyneside but around 23.7 per cent in Leicester. This social phenomenon is also exemplified by the power of the Census and other official recognition to 'facilitate a category's coalescence into a group' 23 and in attempts to reclaim an ethnic identity, as has happened with the term 'black'.
Given the individually specific and idiosyncratic nature of ethnicity as personal identity, it would seem better to eschew the use of both 'Asian' and 'South Asian' in such contexts to avoid the inference that they are actual identifiers rather than terms descriptive of a collectivity. The emergence of bicultural terms (such as 'Asian British' and 'Scottish Asian') and of qualified terms such as 'Hindu Asian' cannot be generalized to acceptance of a pan-Asian identity. In yet other contexts some measure of affiliation to a group or what Ballard 24 has termed 'involvement in and commitment to a self-conscious community of some kind' (emphasis added) might be useful. Little research has been undertaken into suitable measures to capture such community allegiances compared with the burgeoning literature on personal identity that has arrived on the back of postmodernist approaches in the social sciences. Two decades ago, Lowry recommended that studies of ethnicity should be conducted in which degree of affiliation and identification with an ethnic group could be analysed to 'construct a less ambiguous and more efficient instrument for ethnic identification in future decennial Censuses and sample surveys'. 25 Recently published studies of the importance upon psychological well-being of the density of ethnic minorities in a population context 26 and of the composition of the ethnic minority population in other settings such as schools 27 suggests that such measures may be of value. However, an approach of this kind may be complicated by allegiances to more than one ethnic group, Kumari's research with South Asians showing that it is possible for individuals to subscribe to dual ethnicities and to shift between world views and cultural frames of reference. The Canadian 2001 Census question on 'population group' or the 'visible minority population' contained 11 predesignated categories and one write-in option, three including 'Asian' in their label: 'South Asian (e.g. East Indian, Pakistani, Sri Lankan, etc.)', 'Southeast Asian (e.g. Cambodian, Indonesian, Laotian, Vietnamese, etc.)', and 'West Asian (e.g. Afghan, Iranian, etc.)'. In addition, there were categories for 'Chinese', 'Filipino', 'Japanese', and 'Korean'. Official categorization and wider usage suggest that 'South Asian' and 'South East Asian' have an equivalent meaning to the terms in Britain, although 'East Indian' (to identify those with origins in India) and 'West Asian' are not salient. The nomenclature in Canada for specific Asian groups has varied considerably in the past. For example, in the 1986 and 1991 Census questions on ethnic or cultural group, persons of 'East Indian' background were labelled as, respectively, 'Indian (India)' and 'Indian from India', and have been classified in recent Census publications as 'IndoPakistani', 'East Indian', and 'South Asian', 29 although the term used by the US Census Bureau, 'Asian Indian', has not been widely accepted in Canada. Similarly, in public discourse many terms have been used to describe South Asians. Before the first world war, the stigmatic term 'Hindoo' was the usual label for the community of around 5000 South Asians in British Columbia, almost all of whom were Punjabi Sikhs. In the 1920s and 1930s, this term (and 'Hindu') was slowly replaced by 'East Indian', a process which was complete by the 1960s and 1970s, when reference to the country of origin also competed with 'East Indian'.
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Conclusions
The choice of terminology used to describe members of ethnic groups, including the White group, 31 or to categorize them in social surveys is inextricably linked to the research question being asked or to the underlying conceptual base that is needed. Previous studies in epidemiology and health services research that have focused on the Indian, Pakistani, and Bangladeshi groups have demonstrated that lumping together these heterogeneous groups in a South Asian category would conceal important differences. 15, 32 This review has shown that 'ethnicity' conceived as a sense of self-ascribed personal identity makes different demands from 'ethnicity' as a term describing broad historical processes, that 'Asian' is unsatisfactory as a collective term to describe peoples with origins in the Indian subcontinent because of ambiguities in meaning, and that terms such as 'South Asian' and 'Indian subcontinent' are preferable. Further, there is no widespread allegiance to a pan-Asian identity amongst the South Asian communities, although bi-cultural terms such as 'Asian British' and 'Scottish Asian' are gaining ground, with some use reported regionally of terms such as 'Asian', 'Hindu Asian', and 'Punjabi Asian'. Given the contextual, specific, and sometimes idiosyncratic nature of selfreported descriptions, these cannot be generalized through the use of referents such as 'Asian' or 'South Asian'.
In future, the increasing number of persons with origins in the Indian subcontinent who are mixed heritage, the rising popu-larity of bi-cultural and hyphenate identities amongst young people, and the appearance of those who have allegiances to more than one ethnic group will all challenge our continued use of terms such as 'Indian', 'Pakistani', 'Bangladeshi' and 'Asian'. Equally, the need will persist in scientific writing and analytical work generally for precision in describing these communities both individually and collectively, both in a 'local' and an international context. It may be manifest in how researchers deal with the findings of the 2001 Census, the use of free-text description as a way of answering the question being likely to be substantially higher than the rate of one in four amongst minority ethnic groups in the 1991 Census, creating difficulties for those who wish to achieve compatible numerator and denominator data. 33 Accurate description of the composition of the population, the conceptual base of the measure, and method of ascertainment is likely to be necessary whenever terms for collectivities or individual groups are used, because of their lack of stability situationally and over time. Such provision may be particularly important when international comparisons are made, as terminology develops in response to different social, political, and cultural contexts, including the specificity of each country's historical process of ethnogenesis. In seeking such changes there will be a continuing need for debate and discussion, guidance on the use of terminology in official datasets such as the Census, and further exploration of the role that journal editors can play as promoters and custodians of good practice. 34 
